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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1 through 21.

The di scl osed invention relates to a nethod and appar at us
for driving a vibration notor at approxi mately a maxi mum
starting torque, and for thereafter driving the vibration
notor at approximtely a target speed when the vibration notor

enters a specific node.
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Claiml is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. Avibration notor which is drivable at different
frequencies and has a desired target speed, each
frequency causing the vibration notor to be driven at a
respective, correspondi ng speed and a respective,
corresponding torque, the vibration notor entering a
specific node after being started and driven, the
vi bration notor conprising:

a detection unit which detects when the
vi bration notor enters the specific node; and

a drive control unit which, when the vibration
notor is started, drives the vibration notor at the
frequency that causes the vibration notor to be driven at
approxi mately the maxi num starting torque and, when the
detection unit detects that the vibration notor enters
the specific node, drives the vibration notor at a
frequency that causes the vibration notor to be driven at
approximately the target speed.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:
Suganuna 5,477,099 Dec. 19,
1995

(effective filing date Feb. 11,

1991)

Clains 1, 2, 4 through 8 and 10 through 21 stand rejected
under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Suganumna.

Clains 3 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. §8 103 as

bei ng unpat ent abl e over Suganuna.

Reference is made to the briefs (paper nunbers 28 and
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30), the final rejection (paper nunber 23) and the answer
(paper nunber 29) for the respective positions of the
appel | ant and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we wll sustain the 35 US.C. 8§ 102(e) rejection of clains
1, 2, 4 through 8, 10 through 12, 19 and 20, and we w ||
reverse the 35 U S.C. § 102(e) rejection of clainms 13 through
18 and 21, and the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection of clainms 3 and
9.

Suganuma di scl oses an ultrasonic vibration notor that is
controlled to “maxi m ze the start torque” (columm 30, |ine
7 through colum 32, line 16).

Appel | ant argues (brief, page 6) that after the maxim zed
starting torque is reached in Suganuma, the torque of the
vi bration notor is maintained constant, and the vibration
notor is not controlled to reach a target speed.

Appel l ant’ s argunent to the contrary notw thstandi ng,
Suganuma clearly explains that after the vibration notor is
started with the maxi num start torque, the notor nmay be driven
at a constant speed or it may be “accel erated under the
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control maxim zing the output” (columm 30, |lines 52 through
56). In other words, “the desired drive state may be suitably
switched or varied in continuous manner” after the vibration
nmotor is driven to its maxi numstart torque (columm 30, lines
60 and 61). As an aside, we note that clainms 1, 7, 19 and 20
on appeal do not preclude a “constant” torque. For these
reasons, the 35 U S.C

8 102(e) rejection of clainms 1, 2, 4 through 8, 10 through 12,
19 and 20 is sustained.

The 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection of clains 13 through 18
and 21 is reversed because we agree with appellant’s argunent
(brief, page 8) that Suganuna does not teach driving the
vibration notor to first and second maxi mum start torques.

The 35 U S.C. § 103 rejection of clains 3 and 9 is
reversed because we agree with appellant’s argunent (reply
brief, page 2) that Suganuma neither teaches nor woul d have
suggested “a storage unit which stores data indicating the
rel ati onshi p between drive frequency, torque and speed.”

DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 2,

4 through 8 and 10 through 21 under 35 U S.C. § 102(e) is
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affirnmed as to clainms 1, 2, 4 through 8, 10 through 12, 19 and
20, and is reversed as to clainms 13 through 18 and 21. The
deci sion of the exam ner rejecting clainms 3 and 9 under 35
US C 8 103 is reversed. Accordingly, the decision of the

exam ner is affirnmed-in-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR

8§ 1.136(a).
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